
Jackson AllianceC

The HoDorabJe1leIdHuadt, CbaiImD
Federal CommuricatioDs CommissioD
1919MStrIet, NW
WasIIiDF=. D.C. 2OS44

DearMr. HuDdt:

This litter is hi suppon of Amerit..', ... UDder Seclioa 271 of the Federal
TeJecommuDic:atiaasAct. to provideJq dimece .,,{ce illMidripn

-:.M.lec'ao1l ADimu ,. .supness ..De.ic1opljDlat.is..zM..ps:MISe.ll~...... -.
rapomibJe for economic; deYelopmem tor lacbo.n Couaty. We have, in the past SevtD

yean, eqoyed the expansion of sevr.ra1 iatematioDll maDUfacNren to our CCNmy IDd
more of these compames are also c::c2ISidrring our area. They came here beQUSe of our
pbysic:aJ loc:atic= near tbeir t1D.hed States marketS. HoweYlf. we an a:pe:rieac:iDs
additional eqwuions due to the availability of e.lecU'Onic commuai=ODS \it the
tcIephoDe. Competition wiU lcecp the costs or these dec:tnmic Jinb dowD aDd tb.e:n:for
iDc:reae our de:sirabiIity u a location tor f\mn developmem..

..
Sewn1 am. wirbiIllacboa Coumy are DeBIiDg the completion of a feasibility study

.wbich -wiD JiDk thaD 'ria fiber optiG cable. Amemech bas provide me opponuDi!y fbi' tbis
CODDeC:tiYicy by the iDAaDatioD or. !her optic D!tWOrtc tIlJ'ouIhout our c:otmty. The DIW

commuaiCltiou aarwork wm resWt izl tbe !Dahest quality IocaJ service avaiIabJe.
Amaitecb should be allowed to pro~de dIis quality service beyoDd ju.sI the local usage
tbroush Ionc,distaDcc se:rvice. W'~ the~cc ofa qullily~ce system we are at
III UDfiir advmtage to those treU that have cozzzpleted systemS far local and iDtematiODll
oommur:Iicaioas.

We respeaNDy ISk that Ameritech be aDowed to provide the local _ 10D1 diS',,"
servioe ~.MCeuay.fOr-ow~~~mmusicir.e ud.1heRCor.c:ompae.. &

llobaI sc:aIc.. Amc:ritech bas shCI"MI its cowmitmeDt to our c:cuII!y!hr. its iDvatm_
orquaJity Ioc:aI comnntzic:aUoll.nee. They dlSC'Ye the right to provide the SlIDe cIQIity
Iq&tan,.. "";ce It c:owpccit;iyc prioes to 1I1e resideau IDd businesses ofour COUDty. I
eDCOurap the Fedenl ConmmicatioDs Commissioa to review IDd SUPPOR Americech'.
fDinI.

SiDcerely,' .:'.. ., ,

~.,~~
~ ....

FIIak A..".. ': .Presi_

JACKSON~a Felt
IUSrNESS DM&.OPM;NT
13! WISt Mictligan "",nut
Jac:lcson. MicNgan 4920'"'7 7M"~c; r:~ Iif77M4337
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11ae Roaonble ..... H1IIIdt. CUlnDu
FedenI COIIn_fcldD Commluiol
"I'M SIrMI, N.W.
Wash--, D.C. 2QS44

Dear Qairmu ~t:

JlID wrlClq ill nwort of ... 271 AppllcatJol nbmilDd b7 Aml:riteel ad Ics ...
dbtD:e nbsidilry. ACt fD a1Jaw abe canpaniel lID provJde ia-rqioa JODI diaDIz scnicc ID
CIIJIIOmctllA eM s... or NimipA.

L
ne A_DcbfAOp1In would aIIaIb bencftD ud e.Wd CDMHIIer tcr\ice 1D

ClDDIWDItI wbIl. II \be CD ..... c:aeapdiaII ia die ..,
...ncr marbIp!lce. It II ., udentudilll thaE ANI ifd has _III orlbc~ Iill.
apeD ie DeC'Mlrt eo cmaspcdfioa ill M"1Chipn as rcqded '" bodt tbe federal ad .. Mtcblpza
Te1ecromamo iQrtmta AlfJ.

tacrCltOd c:ompedziaa apdb bDaI:r .mc.e far eaat:IIDIin. I ."....lICIIy "WO"
aUowiDJ AmeriCldlIO provide laDI distaIICI~ ad tnISt mat I'IftY cmatiduUioa will be
atFoIded Amaimcb CDr~ ad appnMl of _ 271 Applndoa.

nut)'OU .,.,. maelfar,.~ CODIidemiaI.

SiIIrerelJ•

,L w-1M(el"),...
,J;,.PRICB, JR. I ,
_ "'ewlDriw
HPJJkra

ce: Mr. D6IIIId J....., U.S. DIpanmeIIl of1Iad=
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TIle HODGI'IbJllt.ll4 BUDdE, CbainDul
Pcdcral ConmII:UcaIiam Commission
1919 M SU'eet N~W.
W~ D.C, 20544

Dear Chairman HUDdt

t 1111 wridq ill support of Ameriteeh's peciticm for pmDissl= to ear iDeo Ibe loq disQDCe asarket.
My experieDce With Amerit&ch his beer1 very posi1i~ aM , beficve !bat their eIlInDCe iIlto the 1001
dJ.stanee market will provide a much-Deldad cbDice for COZIIUIDfI'S. It also .w allow for the
opponunity or cxpaDdcd service IDd be=r CUSII:IDa" scrrice &IS ecmptI1UOlL

Michi&1Il bas beeD a fcrenmDt: in tbe teJecol'DlDDDicatioDs IDII'bt aDd I firmly believe mat me
C~eticiOD p~ by AmeriIech win ensure tbat MidU&an c:0D1iDues to have a sta1e-of-tbe-an
commUDicaliODS ~c. Wi~t such, Michi&an CIDZlOt hope to maiD or aaract Dew

busineues. tbe:reby JmetiDI CODSUDr Deeds.

Alain, 1otrcr my scroog support ofAmailech'$ pedzion to t= Federal Communications Commission.
Please let me JaIDw if I can provide addilioaal imonnmon reprdina such.

KAPil.

=: DaIU4J.~
TdeMPtm~ Task force. Ami-Tnm Division
U.S. PIpInIDIm of Justice
555 4Cb Su. N.W., loom 8205
Wasbiqa.. D.C. 20001
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HOUSE 0' REPRES!NTAnvES
STATE OF MICHIGAN

ANDREW RACZKOWSKI

JUIIW')' 23, 1997

11Ie HOIlO'flbte Iteecl BUDde, Cbaiz1DIIl
Federal ComzmmicatjOD. COIDIIIission
1919 M Street, N.W.
WasbingtoD. D.C. 2OS44

Ga1t1emal:

The pwpoee 0( thJs 1efter is to liVe fllY taD. persoaaJ suppon to tbe pedtiOD or Amerillda
MlcbipD for tile right to offer 10111 ctisfaw Nl'Vice ill MiddpD

While I was DOt a member of die Midrip;D LeJislIIQn .. die)' pasecl me
Teleccm",nmiClaoas Ace of 1995. I fully support their action ill aD auempt to brm, mare
competition to Ibe teJecommu.Dk:aticms mart.er,1ace. I am equally as coDftdem thu with
Ameriteeh's IpprOYI1 U) cmer tbe lcq disrm=e mutet. MicbigaD CODS\lrDa"S Win see mae
competitioD arDe as priczs~ mare (.t)ilqet.itive. services mS iDDovatioas are expanded, ad
service to om Michigan CUSIOmm become more rapoDSive.

Ameri1ech has met aU of me lep1 aDd IeJU1atoly requiremaa co opeD its Dl:tWork ID
~on 1Dl11 believe lbis action would be ill tbe public inraest. Ires~y request dIat
your grant approval to AIDa itech MJdripn's petitioD..

SJDce.rely,

AEll:mra

1U-f.~
ADdrew E. Racztowsti
Slate Iapa.rutive
31th District

cc: Mr. DoDaJ4 J. Russell



Laiersftip & $ntrtpreneuriDl
tIrtzininB Cmnpany

2870-2 '£an (jentmlMotors~ar4. Suite 700, 1)etroit, !Mir.fJiean 48202
(313) 87.3..0133

Jmuary 16, ]997

Tbe Hoaorable Reed Hadt, Chairman
Federal Commumcatioas Commission
1919 M Street. NW
Washington, D.C. 20S44

Dear Chairman Hundt:

An application is cutrentJy under RYiew by the FCC filed by the Ameritech Corporalion
to provide iD-resion JODI dimDce services in Micbipn. OIl bebalfofthe Leadc:rship "
Ennprmeurial TraiDiDc COlllpaDY.1 ask mat you expedite the review IDd approval of
this request.

Ameriteeh's eDlry into this iDdusu'y will have siJUificamlcmc tam beDefits Cor Michigan
citi.zeDs. New jobs. lower prices and the ability to choose fi'om a variety of
communication providers are but some ofthese.

Ameritech should andm~ be giveD just consideration to compete in this market. I am
DOt asking tba! Amerit.eeh be giYalIDY unfair adVID"'IC, because its success or failure
will be determined where it really COWlts - in the marbtpJacc. HowC'Yer, I am urcinc you
to ensure thaI the playing field is lewl. You caD do this by allowinglhe:m to fairly
compete with other JoDg disWlCe service providers.

w. R.. Ross.
President

ce. Mr. DoDlld J. RusselL
TelecommUD.icaboDS Task Force
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The Honorable ReId H~cft. Chairman
Federal COrnmunicetJons ~Ift..
1919 M Street. NW
Wuhngton. DC 20544

"., Mr. Huncft:

Iwrite tod8y .In suppoI! of Amertech's apprialticn firtng under Section 271 of the
~I T8I8COmmunicaticns ~ d 1116 to provide in-region long distance
MMce in MJcNgIn.

SER (service Employm.nt and AedeYeJopment) is a nol..for-pl'CJfit corporation
~ 25 years. " thl buSiness of moving unernptoyed r.id8nts toward self
suffICiency through gainful employment. As President. I am keenly aware at the
influence that competition has an job erNtion, as well as on economic growl1.
oommunhy d8Velopnent. and service quality for aft~. Ameritlch's
inclUSiOn into the Icng distanCe iJdustrywID I8Id to increaMd competition, It wiU
create jobs. It will stimulate the economy in our Stat.,

On behalf of SER, our constituency, and thl citizens of metropolitan Detroit. I
thank your for 'fOUl seMce. and urge you to act SWiftly in apprOVing Ameritech's
application.

cc: Mr. DcnaId J. RusseI~ Teleccmm~icatiansTask Force

o.OW' -......... 'se

•



CENTRAL MACOMB COUNTY
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

•
a.eUClI!!LD • CIInOII • .....- • ... • 1IOUNr" • • IlEWUU'IIDa
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De.Mr. ",."eft:
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1kpWpoE afthis JerktD~.,. nppa!t of'A!!'IO i!rdt's!JiDa__Secri=271 or
1Iu: Fc:d.emITtl,.,",,,,,,,oj_am; AcrofU96to~ lmIg distanae 121fp1vm'~ ill
* S1zIr; of'MjdDpn

M aWET. 011 'tarim.. 61 CaIzat YI""'mlteo_0"",.at Conm"l'Cl! is &WIle at
1IOw jililUi 'ka' COImIDIIicIZiaD·.nanre ra laiD.... Wellraallracoarap a
Cji~mmr:~...uaIdbaditbasin inoar Slate. Sachcompditionwvakl maID
cbai.c:csaf~.mces at~w=pi&zs.ne1-*of~pices is
;"diClUd 1Jranampiceiu:r~1JJ1beIDIior1aaI"istan emica.tis ...
o,mpedti~~pw.1!Ie biiiiuasls lllliznideru mthe Stc: inabearrposirhm.

11m fiJiDs. ibI:a, is ill1IIe·iDIa_of'oar""""'as ad tbe mm'f!!D!lity10 a-aJ. Theaebe. I
rmmtJt 4IfJNlMJp'lkFedm1 Co i ;;",;"";';m Qmmriman1D qaic1dymvielv ID4&b'e
fimabJa MnSidmtjcm,11) l§iiofll tbereaf

._: .. '_ - e:.,.,- .. . - ...

./

.' ••• .,. ' ••a. ••
: -0 _-:~~ • • ....~ .. : .., ;:_

ac: Mr.. .Denfd1.1_" .
11Ieu.s.Det DC ._atJUSID
Tel ;.,. ';;'beC-dans TaskParceABtI-TmrtDMdaat



......,
UIIUCI. M. caum lMOII&S •-..,...

&ANI'llIC. ......~.............

I
BOUII or UPUSElITATJftS

UJItSING. MlCJlJOAN .

Jtauary ZI, 1997

Mr. no.1d J. RDueD
TeIeoomm1llliCl!jogs Task FOIA"ADtir-TIUl DiW:iOD
11Ic u.s.~_ or1usIicc
Room 11205
SSS 4th Street. N.W.
Wubiagfoa, D.C. 20544

Dec Mr. R\IMdl:

As )'0'1 bow, aD JaINIIY 2. 1997,AJuritech filed apedtioo under Sce:tion 271 of1M
Federal TeJeeommUDintioas Ar:t of.19M mprovide Ul-segiaD lODg distaDoe serviee ill Micbipn.
1write this JeaI:r in S1.JRX'It oftlleAlDlrilech fiIiDa.

I believe tha Amaiteels-.IDIlIll o[dae JepI, rep1'Wy, aDd leclmical requiraDed to
ope its DefM)rt to camperitiaa~MichipD as nqairecl~ hom the FedtllllDlS Michipu.
TeJeoommmialtioDs Aces. 11t.is willp0'Yidl1Nl 0' UIJ""IIQa .Iocal_ JODI ctistaDae Hr\-ices
iA Michipll. As aJeSUll.1be em._will be aWe ,to cllDale _ eazriIr tbI& provides the belt
sctVices aDd CGIJSGII:W suppcn.~AIDc:ri_ lID a liJDifiClDt pleSIlDCe ill
Michigan's Jahor mcket wilh owr 30,000 QJITeGt~ redred employees.

1D c1osiq.~ora peciDoII will cuuro tbat MicbiPD WU1 continue 10 haw.
state-of-the-art """"","c:atiODS~.....10 • srroq CCODOIDY. M we move iAIo
the 21st CeDlury. we need colpOJ'lliGas thIr wiD easwe!be contiDualpo9t1h or MiclUpIl's
CCODomy. Ameriteeh is such • COJIIPIDY; tryou have my~~ please do not hesiwe to call
II)' o1nce at (Sl7) 373-1712. .

SiDcacly,

~-,r'->-I~
. SlIINCIlbomu,m -'

State Reprcsemative

SBT:dD
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January 21,1997

The Honora~'e Reed. Hundl aaiman
FedefaJ Communications
1119 MSlteetNW
Washington, D. C. 20544

Dear Mr. Hundt.

J have had rhe cppoltunity tD md and dlae!Jss \\i1h on. or ArneritIchs
ampbyees the Amerlleeh filing ~dlr section m of the Federal TeJeoommunication k1&
of 199&.

Wlten It is approved, this historic li,g ~1tI provide greder competition in Jong
diNnCl, and the added choice for consumers vat congress had in mind
wtlere 1he Preside.,t signed ttl. bill in10 law a year ago.

While others may argue agaInst Ameritech's entry I tNIy beNeVl it woutj bQ heafthy
compeUtion.

I appreciate you taJ:ing time CD read my lefter, and hope • wil persu.da you
10 tUow Amariltch 10 enter this c:omp~itlvl martet

Very Smcerely,

7Y1,'l"tJ~"A y. ~~
PreSidetl.



SlideaaAHlDry ....

...,c.1\aI&Daa
L.....1IIdIIIID
......QIII
......4"*
...........Ic,.0...........
..-r ._
~e.-a

a.tD..................
.....L ..."'IIL-,CCIIIrJI
o.-QI-*}e..-
1'-D.a.s
.......UP
.....lQ11t
---1MIcc:...-r
....toc_.
D>......UP
QdMla~
MCC........
,.Z,1ldCD..,.........
,...",~

e:a.w,.
DllMCU_,
" ...u
""'N.GIiIcY....r.,...
'J»-n._.........
Dlrh:4"'"
~.......~1lIdD.__....
~L""...,.,.LtIiIII

""4""e-9f1lWdllpa....
Jl-*Cl.....-.--..,.. ....
e:-e.....---11-......
.... tClu••
....C ; '.ac,..z....
11*....r- 1:)1.-1 c..
,,1.1'1i1
"',GllWUP
...J......
...c.,....
..,.LJcIIIII
c.- NA.

...E. ~ .
C It '4 Ie:.,...,.,.....
...c--.,..,........., ....
....D.1IIIdt~

-~
"D.~
ft~.....4 __

..,~

cw.c.,-&.-
1', b"'~.............

JMuary 17, 1897

The HonoraDIe Reed HWIdt. Chairman
Federal ComrrIInicltions Commission
'811 MSV_ NW
WashinglOn. O,e. 20544

Dear Mr. Hundt:

This is 10 suPport1tle appfieatlon of Attwiteen to enter _ long etistance martetpace as
defi* by the F.ecIen1l Telecommunications Act 0' ,III. While 1do not~t to
uncrersrand .11 of ttl, detailr of the law. IIcnow I~Hk for. wide majority ofbusiness
sctlool fac.ultt in supporting steady dertgUtation anet mD~ competition.

Thete are tima when regulalian is necessary to pratect weak competitcn and/or manage
.monopolies. However, DIll does not appear tD be trNI case in the loftg CSistInce market.
'Three companies dominate, and with aU the rtlelOric-.nd .... corafusicln. ttI.reCloes not
appear tD be price compeWon. Consequenlly, we beGeYe there is • need for more
c:rntivity, in,uwation. Md efficiency in the Iorlg diltlnoe market pilOt.. Moreover.
Ameritech hush~aW1'lUngness to acce9t competition in lis marD1p1ace.

In Implementing new poficies IIld brnJcjng new graund. U 1M Commission is doing. VI"•
is~ an element of tfsk in change. HowwYer, in ffrf view t\is is a relatively small risk
anlS ene weU worth taking, The s.., or Mictligan Is rlady for d'lis ~e of change. and I
respectfUlly urge you II:) apl'rave: the Amtritec:tl applicatSon.

ET:jbIl:
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fte RODonble -.. Jl\mdt, ~1nIaft

Federal Ccmau1cations co_is.ion
191' K Stre.~, MW
Washington, D.C. 205'4

Dear c:::bairDan R\IDd~:

As • CO-issioner ot V&!De CCNzaty, I .. vr1t1J\CJ 'to ~. yOU'
pro.-pt attention to beritec:h's til1.n;, under saction 271 or tb.
J'edU'al :cleco.-nica1:1ou~ of 1'96, to provide in-r..,ion lcmg
distance sarv1ce 1ft X1c:h1pn.

Allovinq fu.11 coJIPe~lt.1oD tor te.1ec.-.unlca~1ons .arvicu in
our state· veuld provide a traecsou. ),oNe ~ the eccmaay 1A wayne
COUftt.y. beritech II1ctl1p.n·. heaclquutera 1. houad ill Detz'oit,
the lar9••~ city 1n -YDe COWlt.y. The cPOllp&Dy's dac1sion to ret&1D
their presence in Mic:h1qaft hu afforded aplo~ opportwU~i..
aDd umuaC'&ble benefib tor 0'Qr cOJlnftit1es.

Your proapt approval would allow oar ci~izens JIOre choice 1ft
~e ••lection of .ervice providers u vell u lower pr1ce. Ue! more
product offeriDp.

% appreciate your att~Dn t:o t:his tiling and anxiously avai~

~. t:.raemlous ~1ts 01IZ' c1ti&ens rill realize throueth yOllE'
favora»le decision. .

oc: ... Donald J. -"8811
'l'.lec:c=aunica.~10ft8 '1'a. Force

Jetf/tc

.s:- O=='_



Jauuary 11, 1997

The Hcmcnblelt.eecS HIIadt, Qwizmtn
FecJaaJ CnmmUDieatiOZll Commission
1919 M sn., N.W.
W~DC20S44.

I am writiD& you to expscss my support farAzzzerittch's Section211 appliClltian wbicb is DOW

under rlYiew by your apIlcy.

M tbeD1zec::tar ofCommImity IDdMiaoritJAffm I»roa1daDd CountY, rwart cJoseIy witl
DIlDY smaIllDd minodty owned businesses MaDy small busiDess persoas would weJoame
th& oppoctaaity to have mcnued tom.pe'ritiDD beQUSe itwiD probably result iD lower COltS
for services aD4 proclu=. ID. addition. • the local se:Yiee pnwider, I would lib for
Ameritech to bave !be opponuDity to offer lODI distance Sll\'ice to their c:u.stomas.

[ 8m proud ofAmeritech's leadcrsbip ill suppordDa fUll CampedtfOli in the ZlW'btplace ad
see no reason wily they should be prohibited bm oft"eri:Da lOll' distmcc service to the
citi.zcas ofMicbipa ()va'the yean. I have'tllOl'bd closelywith.Amerltech INI believe they
will JaDaicl commiIre4lO providm&quality colmlNDicatica SG'Yices. It is my~g
that they have met the nptocy re4uinmems ud Amtritecb should be aM= the chance
to compete in~ long distuu:e anaa.

SiDcerely.

oUrc1 B. Williams. Dfncrcr
O,kJmd Coamy ConnrNDity & MiDority A&irs

=: Dooa1clI. RlIISelL U.S. DepIr1mIDt ofJ~cc
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE nm MICHIGAN PUBUC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission's own motion,
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance
with the competitive checklist in Section 271
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

)
)
)
)
)

Case No. U-1l104

FRASER

TREBIL.COCK

DAVIS &
FOSTER, P.C.

LAWYERS

LANSING,

MICHIGAN

48933

THE MICmGAN CABLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION'S
REPLY TO AMERITECH MICmGAN'S

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
FILED ON JANUARY 16, 1997

I· ';", .....,
oJ'

Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster, P. C.
Attorneys for Michigan Cable
Telecommunications Association

David E.S. Marvin (P26564)
Michael S. Ashton (p40474)

Business address:
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933
(517) 482-5800

Date: January 30, 1997
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Michigan Cable Telecommunications Association ("MCTA") ftles this brief reply

to the Supplemental Infonnation filed by Ameriteeh Michigan on January 16, 1997. In its

reply, MCTA will not attempt to respond to each and every argument which Ameritech

Michigan raised in an effort to obfuscate the record in this case. The purpose of this reply

is simply to demonstrate beyond dispute that Ameritech Michigan is not in compliance with

the competitive checklist because it has failed to provide access to its poles at just and

reasonable rates as required by Section 271 (c)(2)(B)(iii) of the Communications Act of 1934,

as amended, being 47 USC § 271(c)(2)(B)(iii):

While Arneritech Michigan's original filing in this docket summarily asserted that

Arneritech had "followed the FCC pricing methodologies based on Section 224(d) and the

FCC rules and fonnulas found in Docket No. 86-212 dated July 23, 1987 (poles), "I

Ameritech Michigan has failed to provide any evidence to support its claim. Indeed,

Arneritech had not even submitted a workpaper showing how it calculated its $1.97 rate. By

contrast, MCTA has submitted a workpaper which correctly utilizes the applicable

methodology and establishes a maximum allowable pole rate of $1.20. With respect to

MCTA's workpaper, Arneritech Michigan offers not one single substantive criticism,

whatsoever. In addition, Ameriteeh Michigan does not even attempt to refute the fact that

in imposing its $1.97 pole rate, Arneritech Michigan is seeking to recover from attaching

parties the pole rents which Arneritech Michigan pays to attach its own wires to the poles

owned by other utilities! Finally, rather than admit that it is improper to continue to dun

IArneritech Michigan's Attachment B, MPSC Case No. U-l1104, moo December 16,
1996, at p 15.

I
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attaching parties at a $2.88 rate which the MPSC rejected and which Ameritech Michigan

itself withdrew, Ameritech Michigan makes a veiled threat to impose an even more excessive

rate because of the complaint made in this proceeding to the Commission.

D. AMERITECH MICHIGAN IS NOT PROVIDING ACCFSS TO ITS POLES AT
JUST AND REASONABLE RATES

A. Ameritech Michigan Concedes That The FCC Pricing Methodology b The
Appropriate Methodology To Detennine Its Compliance With The
Competitive Checklist

As set forth in greater detail in MCTA's January 9, 1997 filing in this case, the FCC

pricing methodology has been adopted by Section 361 of the Michigan Telecommunications

Act, being MCL 484.2361; MSA 22.1469(361). Thus, Ameritech is required to set its pole

rate based on this methodology in order to be in compliance with the competitive checklist.

Ameritech Michigan has conceded that the FCC pricing methodology is the

appropriate pricing methodology to determine its compliance with the competitive checklist.

In response to a Commission question regarding the pricing methodology and prices for

access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way, Ameritech Michigan stated:

"c. What are the pricing methodology and prices for access
to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights of way? Be
specific.

RESPONSE

Ameritech Michigan has applied the FCC's pncmg
methodologies based on Section 224(d) and the FCC's rules and
formulas found in Docket No. 86-212 dated July 23, 1987
(poles) and Docket No. 96-181, dated September 3, 1996
(conduit). Pricing under the FCC methodology is included in
Ameritech Michigan's filed tariff." (Ameritech Michigan's
Response to Attachment B, MPSC Case No. U-11104,
December 16, 199.6, at p 15.)

2
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Thus, there is no dispute regarding the methodology which should be utilized to calculate

Ameritech's pole attachment rate.

B. Ameritech Bas FaUed To Produce Any Workpaper To Support Its $1.97
Rate

Ameritech Michigan has made numerous and lengthy filings with the Commission in

this case, including its filings on December 16, 1996 and January 16, 1997. Despite those

voluminous filings, Ameritech Michigan has failed to produce any workpaper to explain or

support its $1.97 pole rate. The apparent reason why Ameritech Michigan has been unwilling

to file a workpaper is because its rate was not correctly calculated in conformance with the

applicable methodology.

C. Ameritech Michigan Offers No Criticism Of MCTA's Workpaper Which
Establishes A Maximum Allowable Pole Rate Of $1.20

In its January 9, 1997 filing, MCTA set forth in precise detail an analysis of the

maximum allowable pole rate for Ameritech Michigan. This analysis established that, based

on Ameritech' s publicly fIled cost data, the maximum allowable pole rate was $1.20 per pole

per year. Despite its best efforts to obfuscate the record in its supplemental filing on January

16, 1997, Ameritech Michigan offers not one substantive criticism of the manner in which

MCTA applied the pole rate methodology which Ameritech Michigan, itself, conceded was

appropriate.

D. Ameritech Michigan Seeks To Impose A Pole Rate Which Includes
Ameritecb Michigan's Pole Rent Paid To Attach Its Wires To Poles Owned
By Other Utilities·

In fact, Ameritech Michigan does not even dispute the fact set forth in MCTA's

January 9, 1997 filing that the primary difference between Ameritech Michigan's pole rate

of $1.97 and MCTA's calculation of a maximum allowable pole rate of $1.20 is that

3
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Ameritech Mithfgan is seeking recovery of pole rentals which Arneritech Michigan pays to

attach its own wires to the poles owned by~ utilities! While never submitted as part of

- .
the record in this case, just days before MCTA's filing was due, Ameritech Michigan did

provide MCTA with a workpaper dated September 26, 1996. That workpaper demonstrated

that as part of its pole rate Ameritech Michigan was seeking to recover the pole rentals which

Ameritech pays to attach its own wires to poles owned by other utilities. The inclusion of

these costs not only defies common sense, but it directly violates the FCC methodology

adopted by the MTA. (See, Letter from Kenneth Moran, FCC Common Carrier Bureau

Accounting & Audits to Paul Gtist, June 22, 1990,5 FCC Red 3898 (1990); UACC Midwest.

Inc. d/b/a United Artists Cable Mississimi Gulf Coast v South Central Bell Telephone

Company, PA 91-0005 through PA 91-0009, DA 95-1363 (Common Carrier Bureau) (June

15, 1995).) In its supplemental filing dated January 16, 1997, Ameritech Michigan does not

even attempt to deny this fact.

E. Ameritech Michigan Does Not Dispute That It Duns Attaching Parties
Based On Excessive Rates

Ameritech Michigan does not dispute that it is sending dunning notices to parties

which attach to its poles and is seeking to recover a $2.88 pole rate, based on a tariff which

was rejected by the MPSC Staff and withdrawn by Ameritech itself. Moreover, Ameritech

Michigan tacitly admitted that this proposed rate was excessive, when it subsequently filed

a $1.97 pole rate. Rather than acknowledge its error and offer to rectify its erroneous

collection activities, Ameritech Michigan makes a veiled threat to impose a $4.95 per

pole/per year rate on attaching parties. (See, Appendix A, p 3 of Ameritech Michigan's

Supplemental Information filing, January 16, 1997.) Thus, Ameritech Michigan's solution

for its failure to provide access to its poles at just and reasonable rates is to threaten those

4



who· raised thcJIUwe with the Commission with an even more onerous and unsupported rate.

Ameritech's threat is hollow, however, because, effective November 30, 1995, the Michigan

Telecommunications Act made it illegal for Ameriteeh to change any pole rate that was not

calculated in accordance with the FCC methodology adopted in §361 of the Act.

F. Ameritech's Pole Rate Is Unjust And Unreasonable Because It Violates
Michigan Law

Ameritech claims that it proposed pole rate of $1.97 is just and reasonable because

it is lower than its previous MPSC-approved pole rate. What Ameritech conveniently ignores

is that its pole rate is now subject to a different statutory standard which was recently adopted

in Section 361 of the MTA. Unless and until Ameritech complies with the legal
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requirements mandated by this statute, its pole rates are inherently invalid, unjust and...
unreasonable. See, Northern Michigan Land & Oil Co v PSC, 211 Mich App 424; 536

N\V2d 259 (1995).

ID. CONCLUSION

Despite its efforts to obfuscate the record with its January 16, 1997 filing, Ameritech

Michigan has failed to refute any of the evidence presented by MCTA which clearly

establishes that Ameritech Michigan is not providing access to its poles at just and reasonable

rates. Conceding that the FCC fonnula is the appropriate pricing methodology for its pole

rate, Ameritech Michigan has never presented on the record in this case any workpaper to

demonstrate that its $1.97 rate was properly calculated under that methodology. In fact,

Ameritech Michigan offers not a single substantive criticism to MeTA's calculation showing

that Ameritech Michigan's maximum allowable pole attachment rate is $1.20. Further,

Ameritech Michigan does not dispute that in calculating its $1.97 rate, it included the pole

5
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\1t.. ,~ rents that it pays for attaching its own wires to the poles owned by other utilities. Finally, ~r ~ .

Arneritech Michigan does not dispute that it continues to send dunning notices to attaching

parties seeking to collect a clearly excessive rate of $2.88, based on an old tariff proposal

which was rejected by the MPSC Staff and which Ameritech Michigan itself withdrew and

replaced with a lower tariff rate.

Despite Arneritech Michigan's extensive filings regarding other issues in this case, it

has offered no evidence whatsoever to satisfy the third item of the competitive checklist which

requires access to poles at just and reasonable rates.

Respectfully submitted,

Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster, P. C.
Attorneys for Michigan Cable
Telecommunications Association

By W~.~
David B.S. Marvin (P26564)
Michael S. Ashton (P40474)

Business address:
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933
(517) 482-5800

Date: January 30, 1997
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444 Michigan Avenue
Room 1750
Detroit MI 48226
Office 313·223·8033
FJX 313·496·9326

Craig A. Anderson
Counsel

January 31,1997

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
P.O. Box 30221
Lansing, MI 48909

Be: MPSC Case No. U-III04.

, .

j~·t't"""(·'.~r-\. ,
r'
I

J':,.'.

...... - i ~ . , '07 ~

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case is an original and fif
teen copies of Ameritech Michigan's Reply to Brooks Fiber's Second Submission of
Information.

Very truly yours,

Enclosure

cc: All Parties of Record

CAA:jkt



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission's own mqtion, . )
to consider Ameritech Michigan's compliance''''' I; ...r,~. ·· •. ~'C.! tio. U....lII04
with the competitive checklist in Section 271 )F ! LL U .... , ,. j .... ..:.

of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. )
__________________--w...IL';N 3 1 1S97

AMERITECH MlCBIGArs=SREPL~FIBER'S
SECOND SUBMISSION OF mEORMATION

Ameritech Michigan! submits the following additional information

regarding matters addressed in the letter from Brooks Fiber Communications

(Brooks Fiber) dated January 17, 1997 to the Michigan Public Service Commission,

which was received by Ameritech Michigan on January 23,1997.

Ameritech Michigan has contacted Brooks Fiber to address the

business. and operational issues raised in their letter to the Commission. The

purpose of this filing is to advise the Commission of Ameritech Michigan's positions

and proposed course of action regarding the allegations raised by Brooks Fiber.

Ameritech Michigan's commitment is to work cooperatively with Brooks Fiber under

the framework and procedures of our approved interconnection agreement and all

applicable laws and regulations to resolve each and every concern.

Brooks Fiber's most recent submission is, in large part, a reiteration of

the same issues raised in its previous filing in this docket of a letter to the U.S.

Department of Justice. Ameritech Michigan has already responded to many of

IMichigan Bell Telephone Company, a Michigan corporation, is a wholly owned subsidiary of
Ameritech Corporation, which owns the former Bell operating companies in the states of Michigan,
Illinois, Wisconsin. Indians, and Ohio. Michigan Bell offers telecommunications services and
operates under the names "Ameritech" and ·Ameritech Michigan" (used interchangeably herein).
pursuant to assumed name filings with the state of Michigan,


